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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


BENT CORYDON, ) 

) 

Plaintiff, ) 

) 

vs. ) 

) 

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY ) 

INTERNATIONAL, et al., ) 

) 

Defendants. ) 

_ ) 

) 

AND RELATED CROSS-ACTIONS ) 

_ ) 


Case No. C 694 401 

OPPOSITION OF DEFENDANTS 
TO MOTION FOR ORDER DIRECTING 
NON-INTERFERENCE WITH WITNESSES 
AND DISQUALIFICATION OF 
COUNSEL; DECLARATIONS OF 
RONALD DeWOLF, HOWARD D. 
SCHOMER, MICHAEL LEE HERTZBERG, 
KENNETH LONG AND LAWRENCE E. 
HELLER; REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS 
AGAINST PLAINTIFF AND HIS 
ATTORNEY AND MEMORANDUM OF 
POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN 
SUPPORT THEREOF 


DATE: April 3, 1990 

TIME: 9:00 a.m. 

DEPT: 44 

TRIAL DATE: None Set 



wtd/re435/Q04/pleadings/0327oppmot 













1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


I. PLAINTII AND HIS COUNSEL, TOBY PLE N. ARE WELL AWARE OF THr 
' FACT THAT MESSRS. DeWOLF AND SCHOMER CHOSE LAWRENCE HELLER AS THPTP 
ATTORNEY AND THEREAFTER FREELY AND VOLUNTARILY GAVE DEPOSITION 

TESTIMONY 

Apparently dissatisfied with the responses they elicited at 
the depositions of Ronald E. DeWolf and Howard D. Schoiner, 1 
plaintiff and his counsel now seek the rather extraordinary remedy 
of re-deposing these subpenaed witnesses, this time without the 
benefit of counsel of their choice. Attorney Plevin received 
substantive responses to virtually all of the questions she posed 
to these two deponents. (See Section II below.) Least there be any 
; doubt as to what precipitated the initial Motions for Protective 
Order filed by these defendants, and what percipitated Schomer 
contacting Heller to represent him, it was the subpena duces tecum 
! served upon parties settling with Scientology which requested 
nothing but those settlement documents. 

The gravamen of plaintiff's Motion is that the deposition 
testimony of Schomer and DeWolf is "tainted". Plaintiff in essence 
accuses DeWolf and Schomer of giving perjured testimony as a result 
of their fear that they would be sued if they gave testimony 
unfavorable to the defendants. 

In response to that unsupported contention, this Court is 
directed to the attached Declarations of Howard D. Schomer and 
Ronald E. DeWolf. In no uncertain terms, DeWolf and Schomer testify 
in their attached declarations that: (1) they contacted attorney 
Lawrence E. Heller after they were served with their deposition 
subpenas by the plaintiff, not visa versa, (2) they requested Hr. 
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Heller represent them at their respective depositions, (3) at no 
time did they believe that their Settlement Agreements prevented 
them from testifying in response to any questions whatsoever posed 
to them by attorney Plevin at their depositions, and (4) they were 
never intimidated or threatened with litigation, or any threats 
whatsoever, at any time either prior to or subsequent to their 
depositions. (Indeed, they testify in their attached declarations 
and in their depositions that they never even discussed litigation 
against Scientology with Mr. Heller or anyone else). 

Perhaps most importantly, Ms. Plevin was well aware of the 

I 

! foregoing at the time she filed the instant Motion in that she had 
extensively questioned each of the deponents, most particularly Mr. 
Schomer, on these precise areas: 

1. Deponents Schomer and De Wolf initially contacted attorney 
Heller subsequent to their service of the deposition subpenas. 
Heller did not contact them. 

"Q. When was the first time you received a contact from any 
person regarding the deposition after you were subpenaed" 

A. Never. 

Q. No one has ever telephoned you regarding this deposition? 

A. No, That I can recall, no. 

Q. No one has ever called you — 

A. Except yourself. 

Q. Isn't it true that Mr. Heller called you and asked you for 
a declaration? 

A. No. 

Q. Isn't it true that you gave Mr. Heller a declaration 
regarding this deposition going forward? 

A. True. 

Q. How did that occur? 

A. I called Mr. Heller." 

(Schomer deposition pg. 11, In. 13 to pg. 12, In. 4. All 
excerpts of Schomer's deposition quoted herein are attached 
hereto collectively as Exhibit "B".) 

* * * 

"A. I eventually .called him and told him that I was sub¬ 
penaed. The reason I called him is because I had talked to 
him once before concerning another matter and I may have 
asked him his advice. I am not sure exactly what I had — 
you know." 
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(Schomer jposition pg. 13, In. 7 tc 8.) 


2. Schomer and DeWolf asked Mr. Heller to represent them, not visa 
versa. 

"Q. And did he tell you at that meeting or in any prior 
conversation that prior to your retaining him as counsel 
that you should permit him to represent you? 

(Schomer deposition, pg. 26, In. 25 to pg. 27, In. 2.) 
(Colloguy between counsel follow) 

THE DEPONENT: We had talked about it on the phone that 
possibility of where I mentioned I didn't have any counsel 
and is it a possibility of him representing me or someone 
else representing me. 

(Schomer deposition pg. 27, In. 25 to pg. 28, In. 3.) 

* * * 

"Q. BY MS. PLEVIN: You wanted to give (sic) help and 
advice to the church? 

A. No, that I wanted them to give me help and advice. 

Q. Regarding — 

A. Let me rephrase that: Not from the church, from 
Mr. Heller. It just so happens Mr. Heller was also 
representing your client. He was actually not your client 
but one of his clients is part of the church. 

Q. And you wanted his help and advise regarding what? 

A. This deposition. 2 

(Schomer deposition, pg.42, In. 23 to pg. 43, In. 9.) 

The right to be represented by counsel of one's choice in civil 
litigation is fundamental. The refusal to recognize or allow 
appearance or representation by such counsel is a denial of due 
process and therefore an act in excess of jurisdiction. Mendoza v. 
Small Claims Court . (1958) 49 C.2d 668, 673, 321 P.2d 9; Evans v. 
Superior Court . (1939) 14 C.2d 581, 96 P.2d 107. Plaintiff's 

attempt, through this Motion, to deprive Schomer and DeWolf of 
counsel of their choice is unconstitutional, beyond this Court's 
jurisdiction and unsupported by any interpretation of the facts. 
Ms. Plevin's request that these deponents be deprived of counsel of 
their choice is in bad faith. 
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3. The deponents testified that their understanding of their 

Settlement Agreements was that they could respond to all questions 

posed to them pursuant to the subpena served upon them. 

"Q. BY MS. PLEVIN: Was it your understanding of the 

settlement agreement that you were not supposed to give 
answers at a deposition unless the church approved it? 

A. No. 

Q. Is your understanding that you could answer questions as 
you felt were honest and truthful? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And do you feel that you could do so upon being served 
with a deposition subpena without fear from the church or 
fear about the church? 

(Schomer deposition, pg. 44, In. 13 to In. 22.) 

(attorney colloguy follows) 

A. If it was just a deposition that you are required to 

attend a deposition meaning me required to attend a deposi¬ 
tion and give any information that I knew about Bent Corydon, 

I wouldn't have called Mr. Heller. 

(Schomer deposition, pg. 45, In. 17-20.) 

* * * 

THE DEPONENT: First of all, I haven't read or seen my 

settlement agreement in many years. I do not have a copy 
anymore. The only thing I can remember concerning if it had 
any vague connection with what you just read was that I would i 

be — could make myself not available for service as I 1 

recall, and that if I was served I was compelled to comply. 

And that's all I remember. 

(Schomer deposition, page 55, lines 3 - 16.) 

4. Neither deponent was intimidated through threats of litiga¬ 
tion by Scientology or any other threats whatsoever. Litigation 
with Scientology was not even discussed. 

Q. Provide what information if you had it? 

A. Any information concerning my settlement. But there was 
no coercion or threats as you mentioned before and my answer 
to your original question was going to be bullshit because, 
you know, he never had and never has threatened me in any 
way, shape, or form even when the situation with the pos¬ 
sibility of me seeing Mr. Yanny or taking to Mr. Yanny came 
up. 

MR. HELLER: "He" being me. 

THE DEPONENT: Right, being Mr. Heller. 

Q. BY MS. PLEVIN: So your only concern about the relevance 
of your testimony to this deposition arises because of your 
concern that we requested that you produce the settlement 
agreement; is that right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. You have no concern whatsoever about testifying fully and 
truthfully about ASI; is that right? 
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A. No. I have in the past and it's in all sorts of records 
that are public. 

Q. And about your experiences in Scientology? 

A. That's correct. 

(Schomer deposition, pg. 49, In. 1-25.) 

* * * 

BY MR. HELLER: Has anyone ever contacted you from the Church 
of Scientology, its representatives, or otherwise that you 
know of since the settlement agreement other than me? 

A. No. 

Q. We have talked on the phone how many times prior to our 
meeting yesterday to your recollection? 

A. Three. 

Q. The earliest of which was when? 

A. Whenever the question of whether I was seen with Mr. Yanny 
or not came up. 

Q. Did I ever threaten to sue you? 

A. Never. 

Q. Did I ever indicate that my client or I was considering 
suing you? 

A. No. 

Q. Did I ever indicate to you what your testimony should be 
in this litigation or this deposition? 

A. Never. 

Q. Did I ever tell you not to show up and honor the subpena 
and answer relevant questions? 

A. Never. 

(Schomer deposition, pg. 72, In.8 to pg. 73, In. 4.) 3 

There is no doubt that Ms. Plevin was well aware of the fact 
that the testimony of these two deponents was voluntarily and freely 
given without any threats or intimidation. Ms. Plevin's present 
Motion is a desperate, bad faith attempt to vitiate past deposition 
testimony and have those depositions retaken because she was 
dissatisfied with the truthful responses initially given by these 
deponents. Worse, it would appear Ms. Plevin, knowing her Motion 
is doomed to failure, filed it in an attempt to negatively taint 
defendants and their counsel. An example of the bad faith inherent 
in plaintiff's Motion is Plevin's statement on, page 4 of that 
Motion, that on page 73 of Schomer's deposition, Schomer testified 
that "Heller told him that if he testified Heller would consider it 
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a breach oi contract.” However, Schomer testifies to quite the 
opposite on page 73 of his deposition: 

”Q. Did he (Heller) ever tell you that if you answer 
questions about Scientology or any of the beneficiaries of 
that agreement deemed not to be relevant that that would be 
a breach of your agreement? 

A. Never.” 

(Pg. 73, Ins. 9-13 of Schomer deposition.) 

II. THE FEW QUESTIONS THAT MR. SCHOMER WAS INSTRUCTED NOT Tn 

ANSWER WERE CLEARLY NOT RELEVANT TO THE ISSUES IN THIS LITIGATION. 

REGARDLESS. PLAINTIFF'S REMEDY IN THAT RESPECT LIES WITH A MOTION 

TO COMPEL AND NOT THE PRESENT MOTION 

Plaintiff contends that Schomer, at his deposition, was 
instructed "not to answer certain key questions in order to force 
plaintiff to file motions (sic) to compel regarding clearly relevant 
testimony on central issues on this case" (Motion, pg. 7, In. 9- 
11). Out of a full day of deposition testimony of Mr. Schomer, Ms. 
Plevin references a mere two (2) questions which Schomer was 
instructed not to answer. 4 

One of those questions, according to Ms. Plevin, 
"regard(ed) (Schomer 1 s) knowledge of Scientology's general use 
of fair game policy." (Motion, pg. 7.) Plaintiff thereafter 
references that question in Schomer's deposition on page 132, 
line 14 to page 134, line 18. A review of those deposition 
pages indicates that the question Schomer refused to respond to 
had nothing to do with Scientology's use of fair game policy at 
all. The question asked was: 

"Q. Did you observe at least on one occasion that there 

was an order from ASI calling for PC files to be culled on 
certain people?" 
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In that here is no allegation in aintiff's complaint that 
any of the defendants are in possession of, no less have attempted 
to disclose, confidential files of this plaintiff, an instruction 
to Schomer not to answer that question was interposed. Nevertheless, 
plaintiff could well have asked, and was invited to ask, whether 
deponent Schomer was aware of any orders or facts surrounding dis¬ 
closure, or even review, of plaintiff 1 s "PC" or confidential files. 
Ms. Plevin did, indeed, at another point in that deposition ask Mr. 
Schomer whether ’’fair game” had ever been applied to him or, to his 
knowledge, to plaintiff and Mr. Schomer responded in the negative. 

The only other questions referenced in plaintiff's Motion that 
Schomer was instructed not to answer related to Schomer's experien¬ 
ces within Scientology, which experiences transpired at a point in 
time well after the plaintiff had left Scientology . It cannot be 
disputed that those questions have nothing to do with the issues in 
this case. 

Regardless, whether Schomer was correctly instructed not to 
answer those two questions is properly the subject of a motion to 
compel, not the present Motion. Under any circumstance or inter¬ 
pretation of the law, it is inconceivable that an instruction not 
to answer two (2) questions during the course of two full day 
depositions constitute grounds for ignoring the entirety of those 
depositions and asking that they be retaken. 

Mr. Heller's representation of Schomer and DeWolf in no fashion 
obstructed or inhibited either deposition. That fact, as well as 
Plevin's lack of any basis for her Motion, proves the present Motion 
was filed for improper purposes and in bad faith. 

/// 
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III. 


ALTHOUGH IN NO WAY RELEVANT T. THE INSTANT MOTION, ywr 


SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT WHICH ARMSTRONG ENTERED INTO IS LEGAL Awn 

ENFORCEABLE 

Plaintiff attempts, through his motion, to collaterally attack 
the validity of certain settlement agreements between Scientology 
and various litigants which transpired some three years ago. One 
of those settlement agreements was entered into by Gerald Armstrong. 
Plaintiff's reference to those settlement agreements are not only 
improper but are irrelevant to any issue in the instant Motion or, 
for that matter, in this case. 

As has been previously demonstrated by both deposition testimony 
quoted in Section I hereinabove and the attached Declarations of 
Messrs. Schomer and DeWolf, neither of these parties any longer have 
possession of nor recall the substance of the settlement agreements 
that they entered into with certain Scientology and unrelated 
entities. Indeed, both Schomer and DeWolf have testified in their 
depositions, as well as in the attached declarations, that even 
given the faint recollections they have of those settlement 
agreements, they did not recall that the settlement agreements 
prohibit them from either being served with a subpena or voluntarily 
and freely testifying. In fact, both Schomer and DeWolf have 
testified at their respective subpenaed depositions and have 
answered any and all questions posed to them that were even remotely 
relevant to this litigation. 

Furthermore, one thing that is imminently clear from the 
declaration of Gerald Armstrong attached to plaintiff's moving 
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papers is that he also will be freely ana voluntarily testifying as 
a subpenaed witness at his deposition. 5 

Regardless, the settlement agreements at issue have been 
approved by various courts. Indeed, the Los Angeles Superior Court, 
in a case wherein this very plaintiff. BENT CORYDON. is a party 

( Heber Jentzch v. Bent Corvdon . L.A.S.C. Case No. NVC 14274) found 
no impropriety with Armstrong's or any of the other settlements. 

On July 25, 1989, CORYDON filed a Motion to Dismiss in that action 
for alleged obstruction of justice. His theory was that he was 
being deprived of full access to former litigants who had entered 
into settlement agreements with Scientology, specifically naming one 
William Franks, Vickie Aznaran, and Gerald Armstrong as persons to 

j 

whom he was allegedly denied access. 6 

The Honorable Robert Feinerman issued a ruling denying 
defendant CORYDON's Motion to Dismiss on grounds of obstruction of 
justice (attached hereto as Exhibit "C"). 

This Court is referred specifically to Page 3 of Judge 
Feinerman's Order denying CORYDON's Motion to Dismiss or Alternative 
Relief wherein Judge Feinerman holds, after reviewing Mr. 
Armstrong's Settlement Agreement, that: 

"They (parties to the settlements) can be deposed and they 
can be compelled to testify at time of trial. The mutual 
release agreement in the other cases recognize (as they must) 
that the parties to the agreements are legally obligated to 
testify when 'compelled to do so by lawful subpena or other 
lawful process' (quoting from the Armstrong Settlement 
Agreement). 

It should also be noted that a Court cannot order anyone 
to voluntarily cooperate with a party litigant. A Court can 
enforce the provisions of the discovery act by appropriate 
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sanctions. but it cannot fashion a enforceable order re 
'voluntary cooperation'". 

Furthermore, settlement agreements which defendants believe 
were identical to the one referred to in plaintiff's moving 
papers herein, have been approved by various Courts. Examples 
of the diverse judicial orders upholding these agreements are 
the orders of: 1) Judge Consuelo B. Marshall in Jefferson v. 

Church of Scientology of California . No. CV-81-3261 C.D. Cal.; 

2) Judge Manuel Real in Church of Scientology of California v. 
j Laurel Sullivan . No. CV-85-3075 R C.D. Cal.; 3) Judge Consuelo 
B. Marshall in Lockwood v. Church of Scientology of California . 

No. CV-81-4109-CBM C.D.Cal.; 4) Judge Spencer J. Letts in 
, Schomer v. Author Services. Inc., etal. . No. CV-848335 C.D.Cal.; 

| 5) Judge Consuelo B. Marshall in Peterson v. Church of Scientol- 
| oqv of California . No. CV-81-3259 C.D.Cal.; 6) Judge Consuelo 
j B. Marshall in Garritv v. Church of Scientology . No. CV-81-3260 

I 

| C.D.Cal. (These Orders are attached hereto collectively as 
Exhibit "D".) 

Lastly, although not dealing with a settlement agreement 
identical to the one at issue herein, Judge Elizabeth A. 
Kovachevich, Judge of the Federal District Court for the Middle 
District of Florida, approved settlement agreements with provisions 
in them which prohibited the parties settling with Scientology from 
discussing any of their experiences within Scientology with anyone 
other than their immediate family members in the cases of Cazares 
v. Church of Scientology, et al. . No. 82-886-CIV, Burden v. Church 
of Scientology of California, ct al. . No. 80-501-CIV, and Margery 
Wakefield v. Church of Scientology of California, et al. . No. 82- 
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1313-CIV. .medicated on Margery Wakef*.sld's alleged violation of 
her settlement agreement Judge Kovachevich has already issued an 
injunction prohibiting Wakefield from discussing her experiences in 
Scientology with anyone but her immediate family, pursuant to which 
Magistrate Paul Game issued an OSC re contempt for violating that 
injunction and has held an evidentiary contempt hearing, the results 
of which have not yet been announced. 

As a last point in this regard, even a cursory reading of that 
section of the Settlement Agreement quoted in footnote 2 of 
plaintiff's moving papers evidences that the Settlement Agreement 
does not require those settling parties to, as plaintiff contends, 
"avoid service of process" (see plaintiff's moving papers, pg. 2, 
Ins. 2 and 3). Regardless, history has proven that the settlement 
agreements, no matter how interpreted, do not prevent settling 
parties from testifying pursuant to subpenas served upon. Plain¬ 
tiff, in this very case, has readily and with considerable ease, 
served Messrs. Schomer, DeWolf and Armstrong. Plaintiff has taken 
the depositions of Schomer and De Wolf, two of those settling 
parties, and is on the threshold of taking Gerald Armstrong's 
deposition. 

IV. HELLER'S ONE TELEPHONE CALL WITH ARMSTRONG WAS LAWFUL AND 

PROPER. 

Even if Gerald Armstrong's declaration (Exhibit "E" to 
plaintiff's moving papers) were fully truthful (which it is not — 
see Declaration of Lawrence E. Heller attached), the acts ascribed 
to Mr. Heller in his discussions with Armstrong must be construed 
as ethical and legal. Regardless, as can be seen from the Declara¬ 
tion of Lawrence E. Heller attached hereto, Heller recalls having 
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only one (1, telephone call with Armstr*. g wherein he did, in fact, 
offer to provide him with an attorney to represent him at his 
deposition, which Armstrong promptly refused. Mr. Heller did not 
offer to have his client pay for that attorney or offer to indemnify 
Armstrong for sanctions which might be imposed (sanctions were never 
discussed). 

Clearly, Heller's communications with Armstrong did not have 
a chilling effect on what appears to be Armstrong's burning desire 
to testify in this litigation, whether he has knowledge relevant to 
the issues in this litigation or not. Just as clearly Armstrong 
nowhere in his declaration indicates Heller threatened him with 
litigation. It should be noted that CORYDON, other than his obscure 
reference to Business and Professions Code, section 6068(d) in 
footnote 12 7 of his moving papers, fails to cite any statutes or 
Cannons of Ethics that he claims Heller has violated. 

V. PLAINTIFF. AND PARTICULARLY HIS COUNSEL. WERE WELL AWARE FROM 

THE DEPOSITION TESTIMONY ELICITED FROM SCHOMER AND DeWOLF THAT THEIR 

PRESENT MOTION WAS IN BAD FAITH. ACCORDINGLY. SANCTIONS UNDER RULE 

128.5 SHOULD BE AWARDED. 

As exhibited in Section I hereinabove, plaintiff and his 
counsel, both of whom sat through the depositions of Ronald DeWolf 
and Howard Schomer, were well aware of the fact that neither of 
those deponents had been threatened or intimidated in any fashion 
whatsoever. They were also aware of the fact those deponents gave 
honest and truthful testimony. 
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Plaint: and his counsel went into ose depositions believing 

i 

that by subpoenaing parties who at one time had been adverse to 
Scientology and certain unrelated entities they would elicit testi¬ 
mony favorable to their case. When those two deponents testified 
to matters which were instead harmful to the plaintiff's case, 
plaintiff and Ms. Plevin saw as their only remedy the highly unusual 
request contained in their Motion: vitiate the deposition testimony 
taken thus far and have those depositions retaken, this time without 
: counsel being present to represent those deponents' interests. 

Furthermore, it is clearly plaintiff and his attorney's intent, 
through this Motion, to attempt to taint and influence this Court 
against defendants and their counsel. 

The relief sought in plaintiff's motion is prima facie sought 
in bad faith and, given plaintiff and his counsel's full and 
^ complete knowledge of the circumstances surrounding those two 
depositions, it is clear the entirety of this Motion was brought for 
improper purposes, and in bad faith. Accordingly, defendants should 
be reimbursed for the necessity of opposing this Motion and 
appearing at the hearing thereof. 

Not only is plaintiff's Motion itself filed in bad faith but, 
plaintiff's attorney, Toby Plevin, has intentionally misrepresented 
the contents of Armstrong's declaration in the body of the Motion 
which she authored. 

For example, Plevin asserts that after Armstrong was served 
with a deposition subpena by CORYDON in this case, Armstrong 
received a videotape in the mail from a private investigator that 
had been introduced in evidence against Armstrong in a prior case. 
Ms. Plevin also opined that the mailing of this video tape by the 
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private ir stigator constituted a '.hreat" and a "chilling 
scenario". Ms. Plevin's characterization of Armstrong's declara¬ 
tion is misleading and disingenuous. Armstrong's declaration 
actually states that he received that video from the London Sunday 
Times from whom tie had apparently requested it, and that it had been 
given to the Times by an investigator in "late 1987 or early 1988", 
years before service of this subpena. The video had been made in 
1984 for a trial wherein Armstrong was not a party. 

Ms. Plevin also falsely characterizes paragraph 40 of the 
Armstrong declaration as alleging that "his refusal to cooperate 
with a Church request following the settlement led to threats by 
Church attorneys to disclose embarrassing personal information." 
In fact, paragraph 40 of Armstrong's declaration alleges no threat. 
It merely states that CORYDON had filed a motion to unseal the file, 
that the Church was opposing that motion, and that the Church's 
attorney had pointed out to Mr. Armstrong's attorney that if the* 
file were unsealed, a private document of Armstrong would also be 
unsealed. 

Ms. Plevin's false characterizations of the Armstrong declara¬ 
tion to paint a "chilling scenario" are both irresponsible and 
knowingly false. 8 

Further, a primary focus of the Armstrong declaration itself is 
simply wrong - there is no reciprocal provision in the Settlement 
Agreement prohibiting the Church from commenting upon the allega¬ 
tions of Armstrong. As set forth in the Heller, Long and Hertzberg 
declarations, an important part of the Settlement Agreement revolved 
around the continuing ability of the Church to refute the often 
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bizarre allegations made by Hr. Armstrc ,g. Thus, this issue was 
addressed during the settlement negotiations, with the result that 
no clause was included in the agreement preventing the Church from 
such action. 

This Court has authority to impose sanctions for actions taken 
in bad faith which are frivolous or cause unnecessary delay pursuant 
to CAL. CIV. PROC. CODE §128.5, which provides in relevant part: 

"(a) Every trial court may order a party, the party's 
attorney, or both to pay any reasonable expenses, including 
attorney's fees, incurred by another party as a result of 
bad-faith actions or tactics that are frivolous or solely 
intended to cause unnecessary delay. . . . 

"(b) For purposes of this section: 

"(1) 'Actions or tactics' include, but are not limited 
to, the making or opposing of motions or the filing and 
service of a complaint or cross-complaint... 

"(2) 'Frivolous' means (a) totally and completely 
without merit or (b) for the sole purpose of harassing an 
opposing party." (Emphasis added.) 


Based thereon, moving parties request sanctions for opposing 
and appearing at this baseless Motion in the sum of $4662.00 (see 
attached Declaration of Lawrence E. Heller). 

Dated: MarchP?, 1990 TURNER, GERSTENFELD, WILK & TIGERMAN 

BY: _ 

'Lawrence E. Heller 

Attorneys for Defendants AUTHOR SERVICES, 
INC. and BRIDGE PUBLICATIONS, INC. 

WYMAN, B^TZER*\KUCHEL & SILBERT 


BY: 


m 



William T. Dresher 
Attorneys for Defendants CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL, RELIGIOUS TECHNOLOGY CENTER, 
CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA, SCIENTOLOGY 
SCIENTOLOGY MISSIONS INTERNATIONAL, 
HEBER JENTZSCH and TIMOTHY BOWLES 


BY 
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BOWLES AND JJOXON 

> ~f y l 



l -Kendrick L. Moxon 
Attorneys for All Church Entities 
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